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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . In the amendment filed July 9, 2008 the applicant has amended claim 1 and cancelled 
claim 3. The previous rejection is hereby withdrawn in favor of the new rejection found below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the iincinioii is not idciiiic;ill\ disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between ihe subjcci mailer soughi lo be paiented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shinkai 
Kiyoyasu (JP 2000107116, hereafter 116) in view ofGeiger (U.S. 4,064,887, hereafter '887) 
and Lin et al (U.S. 6,596,232, hereafter '232). 

4. Claim 1: '116 teaches an automatic dishwasher, especially for built-in kitchenettes, 
comprising: 

a cabinet equipped with a front door that seals the wash tub (Fig. 1 shows a cabinet 
surrounding the machine and part 9 shows the door that seals the tub); 
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housing at least one first and one second spray arm for washing the dishes placed in at 
least one rack (Fig. 1, part 1 1 shows the one rack, while parts 12 and 13 show the two sprayers); 

said tub being closed on the bottom by a downward sloping panel that directs the wash 
water into a sump hopper which serves to collect and drain the water (Fig. 1, part 17 is the 
collector at the bottom of the downward sloping panel of the bottom of the machine); 

'116 does not teach that the first spray arm extends coaxially with the sump hopper and 
that the second arm extends at a right angle to the bottom sloping panel. 

'887 teaches that a spray arm is coaxially ahgned with the sump pump (Fig. 1 where part 
22 is the sump pump, part 23 is the motor and part 26 is the first spray arm.) By placing the 
spray arm above the sump pump it provides support to the spray arm (Col. 3, line 37-46), It 
would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art when the invention was made that to 
have placed the first spray arm above the sump pump to have provided support to the first spray 
arm, by moving the sump to be under the spray arm, thus allowing the spray arm with enough 
room to rotate. 

'116 teaches that having the two arms that over lap is essential to increase the cleaning 
power of the washer without increasing the energy cost or the washing time ([0010]-[0014]). 
'887 teaches to optimize cleaning contact between the dishes and the sprayer to put the sprayer at 
an angle (Fig. 12 part 40, col. 4, line 45-78), also by angling the spray arm at a right angle to the 
slope of the bottom of the machine it avoids contact with the bottom, because when the arm is 
parallel to the bottom it can not hit the bottom (col. 4, line 1 - 69, col. 5, line 1 - 21). '232 is 
solving the same problem of the applicant of having a rinse arm parallel to the slop of the floor. 
'232 teaches that a spray arm can be parallel to the slop of the bottom of the floor (flg. 5a, shows 
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that the spray arms are parallel to the bottom of the floor). Therefore, by angling the second 
spray arm as taught by '887 at a right angle to the bottom as taught by '232 in apparatus ' 1 16 the 
overlap between the two spray arms is increased while the second spray arm avoids contact with 
the bottom because it is parallel to it. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have positioned the second spray arm above the 
sloped bottom as taught by '232 and with its axis of rotation at a right angle to the bottom in 
apparatus '116 in order to have increased and optimized the power wash zone, and to have 
avoided contact with the bottom or other objects as taught by '887. 

'116 shows two spray arms overlapping to create the power clean area (Fig. 1, parts 12 
and 13 overlap. Fig. 2(b) shows overlapping region). '116 teaches that the two spray arms avoid 
hitting each other by timing the two arms so that they are always angled 90 degrees from each 
other (paragraph [0027]). The resulting combination of ' 1 16 in view of '887 and '232, where the 
plane of rotation of the 1^^ arm is horizontal and the plane of rotation of the 2"'' arm is sloped. 
Therefore the 2°'' plane of rotation must necessarily partly extend under the plane of rotation of 
the first spray arm. 

5. Claim 2: '116 teaches a sump hopper serving to collect and drain the wash water is 
located in an off-center position on the bottom of the wash tub (Fig. 1, shows that the collector is 
in an off-center position on the bottom). 

Claim 4 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shinkai Kiyoyasu 
(JP 2000107116) in view ofGeiger (U.S. 4,064,887) and Lin et al (U.S. 6,596,232), as applied 
to claims 1-3 above, and further in view of Welch (U.S. 7,032,604, hereafter '604). 

' 1 16 in view of '887 and '232 teach the limitation of claim 1 above. 
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6. Claim 4: They do not teach that the door extends across the full width of the cabinet. 
'604 teaches that the door extends the full length of the cabinet (Fig. 1, part 22, shows the door at 
a open position that extends the full length of the cabinet). One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have understood that if the door did not extend the full width of the cabinet, that the rack 
containing the wares would not have been able to be pulled out. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to have used a door that 
extends the full length of the cabinet to have made it possible to pull out the rack. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shinkai 
Kiyoyasu (JP 2000107116) in view ofGeiger (U.S. 4,064,887) and Lin et al (U.S. 6,596,232) as 
applied to claim 1 above, and in further view of Gardell (U.S. 4,765,697, hereafter ^697). 

'116, '887 and '232 teach all the limitation of claim 1 above. 

7. Claim 5: They do not teach that the door is a solid component provided with a trim 
panel. '697 teaches a solid door with a trim panel (col. 1, line 40 - 68), by having the trim it 
allows the washing machine to look decorative in the environment of the kitchen (col. 1, line 40 
- 68). Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have included a trim panel to the door for the dishwasher to have made it look 
decorative. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shinkai 
Kiyoyasu (JP 2000107116) in view ofGeiger (U.S. 4,064,887) and Lin et al (US 6,596,232), 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view ofWillet (U.S. 5,215,491, hereafter '491). 

'116, '887 and '232 teach all the limitations of claim 1 above. 
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8. Claim 6: They do not teach the fact that the door has a transparent window. '491 teaches 
a transparent window located in the door (abstract) to allow the user to look in the dishwasher to 
see how the washing is progressing (col. 6, line 60 - 68, col. 7, line 1-10). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art that the time the invention was made to have 
included a door with a transparent window to have allowed the user to look into the dishwasher. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed July 9, 2008 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

10. Applicant is first arguing that the M 1 6 does not teach that the spray arms are overlapping. 
'116 clearly shows that the spray arm rotation do overlap, they end up spray the same location to 
create that power spraying area (see claim 1 above for citation), since the two arms are spray the 
same area, and pass through the same vertical plane (see fig. 2b) shows the overlap of the two 
spray arms. The applicant is also arguing the benefit of saving the vertical space in the 
dishwasher, however no evidence has been provided to back up those argumentative statements, 
thus at this time they are moot. 

1 1 . Applicant fiirther argues that the spray arm cannot be placed above the sump since there 
will not be enough space available for the spray arm to rotate. However, it would have been 
obvious to one skill in the art at the time the invention was made that the sump could be moved 
towards the center under the spray arm. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SAMUEL A. WALDBAUM whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1860. The examiner can normally be reached on M-TR 6:20-3:50, F 6:30-10:30 est. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Cleveland can be reached on 571-272-1418. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published appHcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/S. A. W./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1792 

/FRANKIE L. STINSON/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



